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Objective: Clinical reasoning is usually taught using a problem-solving approach, which is widely adopted
in medical education. However, learning through problem solving is difficult as a result of the contextuali-
zation and dynamic aspects of actual problems. Moreover, knowledge acquired from problem-solving prac-
tice tends to be inert and fragmented. This study proposed a computer-based cognitive representation
approach that externalizes and facilitates the complex processes in learning clinical reasoning. The approach
is operationalized in a computer-based cognitive representation tool that involves argument mapping to
externalize the problem-solving process and concept mapping to reveal the knowledge constructed from the
problems.
Methods: Twenty-nine Year 3 or higher students from a medical school in east China participated in the study.
Participants used the proposed approach implemented in an e-learning system to complete four learning cases
in 4 weeks on an individual basis. For each case, students interacted with the problem to capture critical data,
generate and justify hypotheses, make a diagnosis, recall relevant knowledge, and update their conceptual
understanding of the problem domain. Meanwhile, students used the computer-based cognitive representa-
tion tool to articulate and represent the key elements and their interactions in the learning process.
Results: A significant improvement was found in students’ learning products from the beginning to the end
of the study, consistent with students’ report of close-to-moderate progress in developing problem-solving
and knowledge-construction abilities. No significant differences were found between the pretest and posttest
scores with the 4-week period. The cognitive representation approach was found to provide more formative
assessment.
Conclusions: The computer-based cognitive representation approach improved the learning of clinical
reasoning in both problem solving and knowledge construction.
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C
linical reasoning, the sum of clinical problem
solving and diagnostic reasoning, is the foun-
dation of professional clinical practice. Clinical
reasoning is difficult to teach and learn as it involves
complex processes in collecting evidence about the pro-
blem, analyzing and evaluating the data, and formulat-
ing appropriate hypotheses (1). Competence in clinical
reasoning requires extensive exposure to case examples
with deliberate practice and adequate supervision (2).
In addition to internship programs that consist of close
expert supervision while interacting with patients, case-
based sessions in the classroom are widely used in medical
schools. They are relevant to the problem-based learning
model, which allows learners to work in groups, solve
clinical problems, and reflect on the experience, while the
teacher facilitates the learning process rather than provid-
ing knowledge (3). Given that clinical problem solving
through internship programs or classroom sessions faces
time and resource constraints (4), computer simulations
and virtual reality techniques have been increasingly used
as alternative approaches to situating learning in pro-
blem contexts (5), though there is concern about a limited
number of cases provided in these applications due to the
programming costs (6).
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(page number not for citation purpose)Problem-based learning is found to be effective in
motivating learners, improving their reasoning and com-
munication skills, and fostering their abilities to cope
with uncertainty and self-directed learning (711). Mean-
while, because clinical problem solving is characteristic
of higher-order cognitive activities involving explora-
tion with incomplete information and interactive compo-
nents, scaffolding or supporting problem-based learning
of novices therefore becomes important (12, 13). Given
a limited resource of experts for supervision of novices,
intelligent tutoring systems that provide computer-
generated, personalized feedback to learners have been
increasingly explored for education in many domains
including learning clinical reasoning (14). The feedback
from the computer is mainly generated by monitoring
the learner’s performance and evaluating the performance
based on expert knowledge specified in the system. The
development of such applications is under further im-
provement, and their impact on education is under
investigation.
Recent studies on supporting clinical problem solv-
ing have extended the focus from intelligent tutoring to
making complex cognitive processes involved in clinical
problem solving accessible to learners and instructors.
For example, thinking-aloud protocols that externalize
clinical reasoning and thinking processes in an explicit
format have been used for understanding the perfor-
mance of experts (15) and for teaching clinical reasoning.
Clinical educators who are experienced clinicians find it
difficult to explain and teach clinical reasoning because
these processes have become reflexive in their way of
thinking. Making complex reasoning processes visible
is found to be effective in fostering reflective teaching
of clinical reasoning (16). Further investigations are
expected to examine the effects of such approaches on
student learning of clinical reasoning.
In addition to clinical reasoning and problem-solving
processes, revealing the network of understanding under-
lying the problems and the update of the knowledge
network based on accumulated experience have received
increasedattention(17).Problem-solvingpracticeisfound
to train more routine experts who follow rigid pro-
tocols than adaptive experts who continually learn and
update their knowledge based on experiences with new
problems (18, 19). In problem-based learning contexts,
many learners have difficulties separating general knowl-
edge from the problem context and transferring it to
new problems (20, 13). Studies on expertise development
highlight the importance of both systematic practice and
progressive crystallization of knowledge (21).
The attention to revealing the network of knowledge
underlying the problems has been reflected in the use of
concept maps to represent the theoretical knowledge that
underpins clinical practice (22, 23). Existing studies on
concept maps have focused on analysis of self-constructed
concept maps for reflection and assessment (24). Students
using concept maps were found to perform better in
problem solving (25) and basic science (26) examinations.
More studies are needed to examine how the construction
of a concept map can be guided in a way that fosters
systemic thinking and meaningful understanding. An-
other type of cognitive tool related to problem solving is
argument map, a visual representation of an argument’s
structure in informal logic involving fact, claims, explana-
tions, evidence, and rebuttals. Computer-assisted argu-
ment mapping is assumed to be a promising approach
to facilitating complex problem solving, although there is
little evidence in the literature (27, 28).
This study aims to investigate how computer-based
cognitive representations can be used in an effective way
that fosters systemic thinking and reasoning processes
in learning with complex problems. The study presents
a computer-based cognitive representation approach that
externalizes and facilitates the complex processes in the
learning of clinical reasoning. The approach is operatio-
nalized in a computer-based cognitive representation tool
implemented in an e-learning system. e-Learning pro-
vides clear advantages to education in terms of flexibility
and cost effectiveness in delivery of learning programs,
and may address the concerns of time and resource
constraints in traditional problem-based learning in the
classroom (29). Nephrology, the study of kidney function
and problems, was selected as the learning subject
because many students found clinical reasoning or
practice in this area to be challenging.
The purpose of this study is to examine: 1) how a
computer-based cognitive repr e s e n t a t i o na p p r o a c hc a nb e
designed and implemented for learning clinical reasoning,
and 2) the effectiveness of the approach in supporting the
learning of clinical reasoning. The clinical reasoning per-
formance in this study concerns learners’ performance not
only on solving clinical problems by capturing critical data,
formulating hypotheses, and reasoning with justifications,
but also on constructing knowledge from the problems by
revealing a networkof key concepts in the problem domain.
More details are presented in the measures of the study.
The following three research questions are explored in
the present study.
1. Will the proposed computer-based cognitive repre-
sentation approach improve learners’ overall learn-
ing outcomes reflected in traditional examinations?
2. Will the proposed computer-based cognitive represen-
tation approach improve learners’ clinical reasoning
performance reflected in their learning products or
cognitive maps?
3. Will learners perceive that their problem-solving
and knowledge-construction abilities are improved
by using the proposed computer-based cognitive
representation approach?
Bian Wu et al.
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Design
The computer-based cognitive representation approach
studied here involves argument mapping to externalize the
problem-solving process and concept mapping to reveal
the knowledge constructed from the problems. Learners
articulate the problem-solving process into critical in-
formation (data nodes), generate hypotheses (hypothesis
nodes), and reason with justifications (reasoning links)
in an argument map. Meanwhile, learners represent the
conceptual knowledge underlying the problem-solving
process into a set of concepts and their relationships
(including causal, hierarchical, and cross-link) in a con-
cept map. Furthermore, learners are encouraged to con-
nect the nodes in the concept map with relevant nodes
in the argument map to indicate the connection between
problem solving and knowledge construction, that is,
to reveal the knowledge applied to or acquired from the
problem-solving practice.
An example of using this approach for learning clinical
reasoning is shown in Fig. 1. The patient was observed
to have proteinuria and increased serum creatinine. Based
on the two symptoms, the learner recalled relevant knowl-
edge. Elevated serum creatinine might be caused by
chronic kidney disease (CKD) or acute kidney injury
(AKI) in general, as represented in the concept map.
Accordingly, two hypotheses CKD and AKI were gener-
ated. The CKD hypothesis was rejected, and the AKI
hypothesis was supported with the further information of
a normal sized kidney. Such hypothesis generation and
justification processes were informed by the knowledge
about CKD and AKI, and were explicitly represented
by the links between the argument map and the concept
map. During the problem-solving and reasoning process,
the learner recalled other knowledge relevant to CKD and
AKI. As represented in the concept map, CKD may cause
morphological change in kidney; AKI may cause prerenal
andintrarenaldiseases,andfractionalexcretionofsodium
can be used for differentiation.
The proposed computer-based cognitive represen-
tation approach was implemented in an e-learning system,
which consisted of three main functions: 1) a simulated
exploratory problem context for learners to interact
with the problem and obtain relevant information, 2) a
cognitive representation tool that helps learners to articu-
late and represent their problem-solving and knowledge-
construction processes, and 3) scaffolding and coaching
support to facilitate the learning process.
The simulated problem context, working as an inter-
active virtual patient, allows learners to select a prob-
lem case, receive its initial information, and activate
hypothesis-led clinical actions with the case to obtain fur-
ther information. The case information was categorized
Fig. 1. Cognitive tool.
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ing records, patient state, and prescription history. The
cognitive representation tool enables learners to articulate
and represent their problem-solving and knowledge-
construction processes for each case into a dual map,
as shown in Fig. 1. To facilitate the learning process,
computer-based scaffolding and coaching support were
provided. As shown in Fig. 2, a learning flowchart that
decomposes the complex learning process into a set of
iterativetaskswasprovidedtoscaffoldthegenerallearning
process. The iterative tasks included: perform clinical
actions, identify critical information, recall and update
knowledge, generate hypotheses, justify hypotheses, and
make a diagnostic conclusion. In addition to scaffolding
the general learning process, case-specific, personalized
guidance was provided to support individual learning.
The proposed approach was informed by the cogni-
tive apprenticeship theory and its cognitive strategies
including exploration, articulation, reflection, modeling,
coaching and scaffolding (30), which emphasize that
complex tasks should be situated in authentic contexts
and the thinking processes involved must be made visible
for learners to observe, enact, and practice.
Participants
A face-to-face introduction to the learning system and
the learning approach was provided to 50 senior students
taking a residential course in a medical school in east
China. The studentswere in different years (Year 3 toYear
5) of their 7-year medical school curriculum. They had
completed the courses for fundamental medical knowl-
edge in their earlier years study, but had little practice
withclinicalproblems.Twenty-nineofthemgaveinformed
consent to participate in the study after the introduc-
tion session. Their participation in this project was fully
voluntary, that is, based on their interest and time avail-
ability instead of course requirements. The study received
ethical approval from the Human Research Ethics Com-
mittee for Non-Clinical Faculties of the researchers’
university. According to their responses to a demographic
questionnaire, 65.5% of the participants were females and
34.5% were males. Most of them (65.5%) were in Year 4,
and the rest were in Year 3 and Year 5. Most of them had
intermediate (41.4%) to good (41.4%) computer skills.
Procedure
An online learning program for clinical reasoning was
delivered using the developed system. The learning pro-
gram included five kidney disease cases of similar dif-
ficulty, a sample case for demonstration and practice,
and four cases for independent study by the learners.
Two domain experts and one instructor from the school
assisted in selecting and adapting the cases from clinical
practices and academic references. The participants were
provided with a face-to-face session and online videos
demonstrating the use of the proposed approach. The
samplecasewasprovidedfordemonstrationandpre-study
practice by students to gain familiarity with the learning
approach. Self-study with the four cases started 1 week
later when all the participantswereable touse the learning
program.
Learners were asked to complete the learning tasks
in their free time within a 4-week period. They were asked
to pace themselves, and spend 5 hours per week on the
program.Theyproceededthrougheachcase,followingthe
learning flowchart, and they represented key elements of
the learning process in a dual map for each case. During
the learning period, the instructor was available to pro-
vide limited support when needed, and students were free
to utilize learning materials or resources external to the
system. Online forums were provided for open discussion.
For each case, learners were instructed to go through
the following steps:
Interact with the problem. The learner accesses a
clinical case to elicit initial information (such as chief
complaint of the patient) and perform clinical actions
with the case to obtain further information.
Identify critical information. The learner identifies the
critical information of the case, and generates one or
more corresponding data node in the argument map.
Fig. 2. Learning ﬂowchart.
Bian Wu et al.
4
(page number not for citation purpose)
Citation: Med Educ Online 2014, 19: 25940 - http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/meo.v19.25940Recall and update knowledge. The case information
triggers the learner’s recall of relevant knowledge to solve
the problem. The knowledge can be represented as a set
of linked concepts in the concept map, which can be
further updated throughout the learning process.
Generate hypotheses. Based on the case information
and relevantknowledge, the learnergenerates one or more
hypotheses,andrepresentsthemashypothesisnodesinthe
argument map.
Justify hypotheses. The learner goes through each
hypothesis and justifies or rejects it by creating reasoning
linksbetweenthehypothesisnodesandrelevantdatanodes.
Diagnostic conclusion. After justifying all the hypoth-
eses, the learner draws a diagnostic conclusion, and
represents it as a diagnostic node in the argument map.
In most cases, iterative clinical actions are needed to
explore additional information before a diagnostic con-
clusion can be reached.
Measures
According to the literature, assessment of learning in
problem-solving contexts should consider problem-solving
skills as well as knowledge learning issues (3134). The
former focuses on the reasoning abilities involving not
only the number and accuracy of diagnosis, but also the
capture of critical information and logical steps in reason-
ing. The latter refers not just to the knowledge of separate
concepts, but also to the integration of relevant ideas and
concepts in the problem domain, which can be reflected
in a knowledge profile involving core concepts and their
relationships (33, 35). To assess a knowledge profile
represented in a concept map, individual concepts and
their relationships or links are commonly analyzed (3638).
Inthisstudy,theparticipants completed twoknowledge
tests (pretest and posttest) with questions comparable
to those used by the medical school. Different questions
but of similar difficulty were used for pretest and posttest.
Each test included three multiple choice, ten extended
matching, and four essay questions. The scores ranged
from 0 (incorrect) to 4 (full credit) for each question, with
a test range of 068 rescaled to the range 0 and 1. The
essayquestionswereassessedonafive-levelscaleincluding
0: little argument and evidence; 1: argument with irrele-
vant evidence; 2: argument supported by limited evidence;
3: argument supported by more evidence; 4: argument
supported by sufficient evidence. The test papers were
scored by one instructor, who was blind to student iden-
tification and test information (i.e., whether the test was
pretest or posttest).
The learning products, that is, dual maps generated by
learners for the first and the last caseswere assessed, blind
to testing sequence, by two domain experts based on a set
of predefined rubrics adapted from the aforementioned
prior studies. The assessment focused on five aspects of
performance: how students observed critical information,
formulated hypotheses, performed reasoning for justifica-
tion (31, 32, 34), and generated concepts and concept
relationships (3638). Accordingly, the rubrics involved
quantityand qualityof the five aspects, that is, data nodes,
hypothesis nodes, and reasoning links in the argument
map, and concept nodes and concept relations in the
concept map, as shown in Table 1. Performance in each
Table 1. Rubrics for assessing the learning product
Dimensions Elements Descriptions
Problem-solving process (argument map)
Identified critical
information
Data nodes in the argument
map
Identify critical data from the patient information
0: no critical, well described data nodes
1: mostly critical, well described data nodes
Formulated
hypotheses
Hypothesis nodes in the
argument map
Formulate hypotheses
0: no plausible hypotheses
1: plenty of plausible, differential diagnostic hypotheses in a strategic sequence
of from general to more specific
Performed reasoning Reasoning links in the
argument map
Perform reasoning links to support/refute hypotheses
0: no justified, incorrect reasoning links
1: sufficient well-justified reasoning links
Knowledge-construction process (concept map)
Generated concepts Concept nodes in the
concept map
Trigger concept nodes from identified critical information
0: none or irrelevant concept nodes
1: plenty of closely-related, problem-solving-oriented concept nodes
Generated relations
between concepts
Concept relations in the
concept map
Construct concept relations among concept nodes in the concept map
0: none or incorrect concept relations
1: plenty of well-organized, thought-provoking, and cross-linked concept relations
Cognitive representation for clinical reasoning learning
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and 1 (highest). The overall dual-mapping score was the
average score for the five aspects. The links between the
argument map and the concept map built by the learner
were also analyzed.
At the end of the learning program, a survey was ad-
ministeredwith learners to collect their perceived learning
gains with regard to problem-solving and knowledge-
construction abilities. The measuring items were adopted
from the Student Assessment of their Learning Gains
instrument (39), which has been internationally validated
and widely used (40). Internal consistency analysis using
Cronbach’s alpha confirmed that all subscales were reli-
able (0.85 for problem-solving ability, 0.79 for knowledge-
construction ability). Moreover, semi-structured written
interviews were arranged to collect students’ responses
to two open-ended questions: 1) advantages and disad-
vantages of the learning system, and 2) suggestions for




The paired-sample t-test indicated no significant differ-
ence between the pretest and posttest scores, albeit a slight
increase in the mean score (pretest mean0.24; posttest
mean0.29, p0.136).
Learning products
All the participants completed the learning tasks for
the four cases. Dual maps generated by learners from the
first and the last cases were blind coded by the two
domain experts. The inter-rater reliability of assessment
by the two raters was 0.91.
The descriptive statistics and paired-sample t-tests
are presented in Table 2. A significant improvement in
theoverall performancewasfound(first case mean0.24;
last case mean0.38; first to last case: t(28)5.72,
p0.000), with the effect size
1 of 1.17, indicating sub-
stantialprogressfrom thefirsttothe lastcase.Asthedual-
mapping performance in the five aspects were concerned,
there was a significant improvement in all aspects except
reasoning links. The learners’ problem-solving perfor-
mance (reflected in data nodes, hypothesis nodes, and
reasoning links in the argument map) was better than
their knowledge-construction performance (reflected in
concept nodes and concept relations in the concept map)
for both the first and the last cases. Furthermore, the
knowledge-construction performance presented a larger
variation among the participants in the last case than in
the first case.
There was a significant improvement from the first
to the last case (t(28)2.67, p0.045) in the number of
connections from problem solving to knowledge con-
struction (represented by links from argument map to
concept map), as shown in Table 3. The improvement
indicated that learners were able to consolidate the con-
nection from problems to knowledge in more occasions
after the study. But no significant difference was found in
the number of connections from knowledge construction
to problem solving (represented by links from concept
map to argument map).
Survey and interviews results
Learners reported their perceived learning gains in both
problem-solving and knowledge-construction abilities to
be close to moderate, as shown in Table 4.
The interview results showed that most learners re-
garded the proposed learning approach to be useful and
innovative, but suggested that the interfaces of the system
could be improved and more learning guidance could be
provided at the beginning of the learning program. The
instructor and domain experts offered their spontaneous
1d ¼
x1 x2
s , where s ¼
ﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃ
n1 1 ðÞ s2




d: Cohen’s d, i.e., effect size.
x1,x 2: mean for the first case and the second case.
s1,s 2: standard deviation for the first case and the second case.
n1,n 2: sample size for the first case and the second case.
Table 2. Dual-mapping scores for the ﬁrst and last cases
(scores range from 0 to 1)







deviation td f p
DaN 0.44 0.16 0.58 0.12 3.92 28 0.002
HyN 0.25 0.15 0.35 0.13 2.80 28 0.017
ReL 0.23 0.17 0.35 0.20 1.73 28 0.111
CoN 0.17 0.16 0.35 0.31 3.45 28 0.005
CoR 0.13 0.17 0.23 0.25 2.80 28 0.017
Overall 0.24 0.11 0.38 0.14 5.72 28 B0.001
DaN: data nodes; HyN: hypothesis nodes; ReL: reasoning links;
CoN: concept nodes; CoR: concept relations.
Table 3. Numbers of connections from problem solving to
knowledge construction (PS2KC) and from knowledge con-
struction to problem solving (KC2PS) in the ﬁrst and last cases







deviation td f p
PS2KC 2.33 1.50 3.83 1.79 2.67 28 0.045
KC2PS 2.17 1.17 2.50 1.39 0.79 28 0.465
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meaningfulandusefullearningexperienceandempowered
themtobecomeself-directedandengaged.Theysuggested
the incorporation of the approach into medical education
programs after refining some interfaces.
Discussion
This study considered a computer-based cognitive repre-
sentation approach to learning clinical reasoning and
examined its effects on improving problem-solving and
knowledge-construction performance. First, the approach
was found to be promising in improving the learning
of clinical reasoning as reflected by the findings relevant
to the three research questions (whether it would improve
learners’ outcomes on traditional examinations, learning
products, and cognitive maps, as well as their perceptions
of their problem-solving and knowledge-construction
abilities). Although no significant differences were found
between the pretest and posttest scores with the 4-week
period, a significant improvement was found in students’
learning products from the beginning to the end of the
study, consistent with students’report of close-to-moderate
progress in problem-solving and knowledge-construction
abilities. The result is consistent with findings from pre-
vious studies in that the outcomes are mixed and the
learning gains cannot be fully reflected in traditional
examination scores (32, 7).
Second, different from the summative assessment used
in traditional examinations, the cognitive representation
approach studied here offers insight into the formative
assessment of learning through problem-solving prac-
tice. The results show that learners made a significant
improvement from the first case to the last case in both
problem-solvingandknowledge-constructionperformances;
learners performed better in problem solving than in
knowledge construction for both the first and the last
cases; learners made more connections from problem
solving to knowledge construction in the last case than
in the first case; and the knowledge-construction per-
formance varied more than the problem-solving perfor-
mance among learners in the last case. It seems that
knowledge construction, compared with problem solving,
is more challenging to most learners and difficult to
improve in a short period of time.
There are some limitations of the study. First, pre-
liminary findings from a small number of participants
may not be sufficient to claim the effectiveness of the
approach for a broader population. Second, the study
was conducted in a local context. There may be cultural
influences which limit the generalizability of the findings.
Third, conclusions drawn from this study are limited by
the lack of a control group. Considering the complexity
of real educational settings and the nature of learning, it
is not easy to precisely attribute any learning outcome to
a single teaching and learning medium. A control group
design will be carefully implemented in future studies.
Conclusion
Clinical problem solving or diagnostic reasoning is the
core of medical practice, where deliberate practice and
progressive crystallization of knowledge are the focus.
Although learning through problem-solving practice has
been widely adopted in medical education, problem-
solving and reasoning processes tend to be tacit and dif-
ficult to master. Moreover, construction of systemic
knowledge from problems is found to be more important
in developmentofclinical expertise, but difficult torealize.
This study attempted to address this challenge by propos-
ing a computer-based cognitive representation approach
that externalizes and facilitates the complex cognition in
the learning of clinical reasoning. The results demonstrated
the effects and potential of the approach in improv-
ing problem-solving and knowledge-construction perfor-
mance in the learning of clinical reasoning contexts. The
findings also provided insight into computer-assisted
instructional design and assessment for learning through
clinical problem solving. Further work will address the
limitations of the present study.
Acknowledgements
The authors would thank Professor Haijing Jiang for his valuable
support to this project.
Conflict of interest and funding
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
The publication of the work is supported by the Seed-
ing Fund for Basic Research (No. 201210159016) from
The University of Hong Kong and the research grant
(No. 41300-515491-14100/163) from East China Normal
University.
References
1. Barrows HS, Feltovich PJ. The clinical reasoning process. Med
Educ 1987; 21: 8691.
2. Norman G. Research in clinical reasoning. Med Educ 2005; 39:
41827.
3. Barrows HS. Problem-based learning in medicine and beyond:
a brief overview. New Dir Teach Learn 1996; 68: 311.
4. Koh GCH, Khoo HE, Wong ML, Koh D. The effects of
problem-based learning during medical school on physician
Table 4. Perceived learning gains (5-point Likert scale: 0 repre-






Standard deviation 0.88 0.98
Cognitive representation for clinical reasoning learning
Citation: Med Educ Online 2014, 19: 25940 - http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/meo.v19.25940 7
(page number not for citation purpose)competency: a systematic review. Can Med Assoc J 2008; 178:
3441.
5. Passiment M, Sacks H, Huang G. Medical simulation in
medical education: results of an AAMC survey. Washington,
DC: Association of American Medical Colleges; 2011.
6. Holzinger A, Kickmeier-Rust M, Wassertheurer S, Hessinger
M. Learning performance with interactive simulations in
medical education: lessons learned from results of learning
complex physiological models with the HAEMOdynamics
SIMulator. Comput Educ 2009; 52: 292301.
7. Hartling L, Spooner C, Tjosvold L, Oswald A. Problem-based
learning in pre-clinical medical education: 22 years of outcome
research. Med Teach 2010; 32: 2835.
8. Neville AJ. Problem-based learning and medical education forty
years on. Med Prin Pract 2009; 18: 19.
9. Dochy F, Segers M, Van den Bossche P, Gijbels D. Effects of
problem-based learning: a meta-analysis. Learn Instr 2003; 13:
53368.
10. Colliver JA. Effectiveness of problem-based learning curricula:
research and theory. Acad Med 2000; 75: 25966.
11. Albanese MA, Mitchell S. Problem-based learning: a review of
literature on its outcomes and implementation issues. Acad Med
1993; 68: 5281.
12. Greening T. Scaffolding for success in PBL. Med Educ Online
1998; 3: 4.
13. Kirschner PA, Sweller J, Clark RE. Why minimal guidance
during instruction does not work: an analysis of the failure of
constructivist, discovery, problem-based, experiential, and inquiry-
based teaching. Educ Psychol 2006; 41: 7586.
14. Kabanza F, Bisson G, Charneau A, Jang TS. Implementing
tutoring strategies into a patient simulator for clinical reasoning
learning. Artif Intell Med 2006; 38: 7996.
15. Durning SJ, Artino AR, Jr, Pangaro LN, van der Vleuten C,
Schuwirth L. Context and clinical reasoning. Adv Health Sci
Educ 2011; 45: 92738.
16. Delany C, Golding C. Teaching clinical reasoning by making
thinking visible: an action research project with allied health
educators. BMC Med Educ 2014; 14: 20.
17. Wu B, Wang M. Integrating problem solving and knowledge
construction through dual-mapping. KM&EL 2012; 4: 24857.
18. Carbonell KB, Stalmeijer RE, Ko ¨nings KD, Segers M,
Van Merrie ¨nboer JJG. How experts deal with novel situa-
tions: a reviewof adaptive expertise. Educ Res Rev 2014; 12: 14
29.
19. Mylopoulos M, Regehr G. Cognitive metaphors of expertise
and knowledge: prospects and limitations for medical educa-
tion. Med Educ 2007; 41: 115965.
20. Patel VL, Groen GJ, Norman GR. Reasoning and instruction in
medical curricula. Cogn Instr 1993; 10: 33578.
21. Ericsson KA. Deliberate practice and acquisition of expert
performance: a general overview. Acad Emerg Med 2008; 15:
98894.
22. Rendas A, Fonseca M, Pinto P. Toward meaningful learning
in undergraduate medical education using concept maps in a
PBL pathophysiology course. Adv Physiol Educ 2006; 30: 239.
23. Kinchin IM, Baysan A, Cabot LB. Towards a pedagogy for
clinical education: beyond individual learning differences. J
Further High Educ 2008; 32: 37387.
24. Daley BJ, Torre DM. Concept maps in medical education:
an analytical literature review. Med Educ 2010; 44: 4408.
25. Gonzalez HL, Palencia AP, Umana LA, Galindo L, Villafrade
MLA. Mediated learning experience and concept maps: a
pedagogical tool for achieving meaningful learning in medical
physiology students. Adv Physiol Educ 2008; 32: 3126.
26. Surapaneni KM, Tekian A. Concept mapping enhances learn-
ing of biochemistry. Med Educ Online 2013; 18: 20157, doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/meo.v18i0.20157
27. Kirschner PA, Shum SJB, Carr CS. Visualizing argumentation:
software tools for collaborative and educational sense-making.
London: Springer; 2003.
28. Davies WM. Computer-assisted argument mapping: a rationale
approach. High Educ 2009; 58: 799820.
29. Tulenko K, Bailey R. Evaluation of spaced education as a
learning methodology for in-service training of health workers
in Ethiopia. KM&EL 2013; 5: 22333.
30. Collins A, Brown JS, Holum A. Cognitive apprenticeship:
making thinking visible. Am Educat 1991; 15: 646.
31. Anderson K, Peterson R, Tonkin A, Cleary A. The assessment
of student reasoning in the context of a clinically oriented PBL
program. Med Teach 2008; 30: 78794.
32. Facione NC, Facione PA. Critical thinking and clinical judg-
ment. In: Facione NC, Facione PA, eds. Critical thinking and
clinical reasoning in the health sciences: a teaching anthology.
Millbrae, CA: California Academic Press; 2008, pp. 113.
33. Gijbels D, Dochy F, Van den Bossche P, Segers M. Effects
of problem-based learning: a meta-analysis from the angle of
assessment. Rev Educ Res 2005; 75: 2761.
34. Elstein AS, Shulman LS, Sprafka SA. Medical problem solving:
an analysis of clinical reasoning. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press; 1978.
35. Grotzer TA. Expanding our vision for educational technology:
procedural, conceptual, and structural knowledge. Educ Tech
2002; 42: 529.
36. Srinivasan M, McElvany M, Shay JM, Shavelson RJ, West DC.
Measuring knowledge structure: reliability of concept mapping
assessment in medical education. Acad Med 2008; 83: 1196
203.
37. Spector JM. A methodology for assessing learning in complex
and ill-structured task domains. Innov Educ Teach Int 2006; 43:
10920.
38. West DC, Park JK, Pomeroy JR, Sandoval J. Concept mapping
assessment in medical education: a comparison of two scoring
systems. Med Educ 2002; 36: 8206.
39. WCER (Wisconsin Center for Education Research). Student
assessment of learning gains. Madison, WI: Board of Regents,
University of Wisconsin.
40. Seymour E, Wiese DJ, Hunter AB, Dafﬁnrud SM. Creating
a better mousetrap: on-line student assessment of their learning
gains. Presented to the National Meetings of the American
Chemical Society Symposium, San Francisco, CA, 1014 June,
2000.
Bian Wu et al.
8
(page number not for citation purpose)
Citation: Med Educ Online 2014, 19: 25940 - http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/meo.v19.25940